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Re:  Maryland Local Number Portability Consortium: Updated Response to the Issues List
Dear Geoff,

Attached please find an updated response of Bell Atlantic - Maryland, Inc. ("BA-MD") to
the Issues List. Also attached is a copy of the Further Reply Comments of Ameritech filed April 5,
1996 with the FCC in CC Docket No. 95-116 and a Bellcore letter from the Group President dated
March 20, 1996. These documents should be added to those you already have for inclusion in the
BA-MD Appendix of the Second Quarterly Report of the Maryland Local Number Portability
Consortium. However, these attachments had not been numbered. Therefore, I am including these
attachments again with an attachment number for ease of reference. These attachments are:

Attachment 3 March 22, 1996 letter from Nortel.

Attachment 4 February 29, 1996 letter from me with attachment.
Attachment 5 March 11, 1996 memo from Lisa Franks
Attachment 6 April 10, 1996 letter from me.

Attachment 7 March 18, 1996 letter to the vendors

Very truly vours.

Attachments
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Is the permanent LNP solution via LRN more cost beneficial
than RCF?

RESPONSE: This is the wrong question. The correct gquestion is, "Do the
benefits of any permanent LNP solution outweigh its costs?” The Consortium
does not have enough information to answer that question. While BA-MD has
submitted several fact-based cost analysis documents, no entity has
submitted any fact-based analysis quantifying the benefits of permanent LNP.
It has become merely an assumption on the part of the CLECs that permanent
LNP results in societal benefits that outweigh the costs of implementation.

The MCImetro cost comparison of implementing number portability using RCF
versus LRN (Appendix X) is flawed in two major respects. First, it
incorrectly assumes that OSS costs are common. It is clear the 0SS impacts
associated with permanent LNP are much more pervasive, complex, and costly
than those associated with RCF. Second, other significant costs of
permanent LNP are not considered, e.g., the impacts on traffic sensitive
network components, the costs of the local SMS to work with the regional SMS
and software (SCP) costs.

It appears that the exercise of attempting to compare the cost of RCF to
permanent LNP started as a result of Nortel's support of industry efforts to
consider the relative cost of various number portability alternatives. The
attached letter from Nortel clarifies that their comparisons were not
intended to depict the total cost of providing permanent LNP, but rather to
explore patterns and relationships to reach gqualitative conclusions about
various triggering algorithms. As is the case with the MCImetro amalysis,
the Nortel analysis excluded permanent LNP costs for OSS and others. (See
letter from Nortel dated March 22, 1996, Attachment 3)

A. Are there material facts in dispute concerning the
costs of permanent LNP in Staff's 2nd Quarterly report?

RESPONSE: Yes. Further, as a matter of procedure the specific details
forming the basis of this issue (1A} were provided to Staff under
proprietary agreement. Therefore, it is inappropriate for any
Consortium members other than Staff t¢ comment on this issue (14).

1. For the cost analysis, should Bell Atlantic's
(BA's) costs be spread to all BA states?

RESPONSE: No. The Consortium is focusing on developing and
implementing a Maryland solution. not a national solution, and
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it would therefore be inappropriate to spread any costs to
other jurisdictions.

2. Should incremental churn costs (customer service
costg to process orders! be included?

RESPONSE: Yes. Although additional provisioning costs
associated with the steps needed to transition a subscriber
from BA-MD to a CLEC network in a permanent LNP environment
cannot yet be quantified, BA-MD utilized existing discomnect
costs to estimate the impact of outward churn resulting from
permanent LNP. In fact, the approach used was extremely
conservative in that BA-MD included only those costs associated
with the 10% differential in the assumed penetration rates of
permanent LRN (30%) vs. RCF (20%).

Are the material facts in dispute concerning the
benefits of permanent LNP (or deficiencies of RCF) in
the Staff's 2nd quarterly weport (Appendix)?

RESPONSE: Yes. While the benefits have been gqualified they have not
been gquantified. As stated above, BA-MD has submitted several fact-
based cost analysis documents. No party has submitted any fact-based
analysis quantifying the benefits of permanent LNP. Yet, despite the
absence of such quantitative evidence, there appears to be a general
consensus among the CLECs that permanent LNP results in societal
benefits that outweigh the costs of implementation.

Additional comments regarding the deficiencies of RCF are pending
based on review of the completed. final 2nd Quarterly Report.

1. Should "avoided RCF costs" include CLEC and BA-
MD's RCF costs plus rariffed rates paid by CLECs
to BA-MD?

RESPONSE: No, this would be double counting.

Is a hearing necessary for the Commission to make a
decision on the cost-benefits of permanent LNP?



RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, there is no basis
for the Maryland PSC "to make a decision on the cost-benefits of
permanent LNP,* with or without a hearing.

D. Should the Maryland Commission require that all
carriers operating in Maryland (local and
interexchange) provide (or procure) permanent local
number portability capability znd offer this to their
customers?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, this is properly
the decision for the FCC, not the Maryland PSC.

Is there a sound public policy reason for quick
implementation of permanent database LNP?

RESPONSE: No, there is no sound public policy reason for the implementation
of any permanent database LNP chosen by the Maryland Consortium or the
Maryland Commission . The Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires the FCC
to prescribe the regquirements for LNP.

Even Ameritech, where the Illinois Consortium has been working extremely
hard to implement LNP, has filed Further Reply Comments in CC Docket No. 925-
116 which raises significant issues with the implementation of LRN. They go
on record that the ™...proposed deployment schedules are reckless and exceed
the resources and capabilities of the industry~ Attachment 1 is a copy of
the Ameritech comments.

A. Should the Commission require 1mplementation of LRN by
3Q977

RESP E: No. See above response to Issue 2.

B. Should the Commission require all local exchange and
interexchange carriers to implement the technical
strategy developed by the Illinois Workshop by 3Q87 or
wait for an alternative technical strategy from
Bellcore (e.g., with lcook ahead capability, single
standard platform and trigger: which may take longer
and may cost less? See BA-MD's letter explaining why
it can not support the Tllinors existing requirements.



RESPONSE: There is no basis for Maryland to implement the strategy

developed by the Illinois workshop at any time. Furthermore,

the

Bellcore development effort is not an “alternative technical strategy”
but is one which will address the documented concerns associated with
the Illinois strategy. See BA letters (Vaden letter to Waldau dated
February 29,1996, Attachment 4, Franks letter to Miko dated March 11,
1996, Attachment 5 and Vaden letter to Waldau dated April 10, 1986,
Attachment 6). See also attached letter from the Group President at
Bellcore to Waldau of the Commission Staff dated March 20, 1986
(Attachment 2). See also the response to Issue 2 above.

What is the range of the likely or forecasted costs-
benefits and timing of the Bellcore alternative
technical strategy? (See letter from Mary Vaden,
to Geoffrey Waldau, MDPSC dated Feb 29, 1996.)

RESPONSE: The answer to this question is unknown at this time.

BA-MD

Should an alternative technical strategy proposed by
Bellcore be considered and approved by the majority of
carriers in the Maryland Consortium or be implemented

and timed solely at the opticrn of BA?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996,

there is no basis
for the Consortium to decide that BA-MD should implement any strategy.

It is important to note, however, that BA-MD has worked cooperatively
with the MD-Consortium since its conception in July 1995 and has
thoroughly analyzed the current ICC Workshop Phase 1 requirements. It
is clear that the Illinois specifications fall short of fully defining
the technical requirements of permanent LNP for acceptable deployment
in the BA-MD network. For these reasons, BA-MD cannot support a
"phased” requirements/development process given the potential cost

penalties.

In fact, BA along with eight other major telecommunication service
providers have recently asked the switch manufacturers to address
several major issues not addressed as part of the ICC Workshop
process, e.g., the need for a look ahead query reduction mechanism and
a quantification of the impacts of permanent number portability on

switch processing capacity. See letter dated March
addressed to Ericsson, Nortel, Lucent Technologies,
Stromberg-Carlson, Attachment 7.

18, 199%6,
and Siemens
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What is the best public policy concerning permanent LNP cost
recovery (e.g., competitive neutrality)?

RESPONSE: The public policy is set forth in the Telecommunications Act of
1996. It requires a competitively neutral basis as determined by the FCC.

BA-MD believes that it makes no sense for the Commission to adopt any
framework that recovers the costs of portability from the very customers who
do not use it and derive no benefit from it, and there is nothing to require
such a radical departure from traditional cost recovery mechanisms.

Furthermore, raising the rates of the remaining customers of the incumbent
local exchange carrier to pay for services provided to those customers who
have switched to another provider can hardly be characterized as
"competitively neutral.® Rather, it would give these customers added
incentive to switch to another provider.

A. Should CLECs pay for BA-MD's permanent LNP costs via a
per line per month charge or some other charge?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1896, the FCC will
decide this issue. Alsc, see comments under the response to issue 3
above.

B. Should the Commission require broad-based cost recovery
(i.e., all carriers to pay for their own permanent LNP
network, operating costs and a portion of the shared
number porting administration center [NPAC] costs and
recover these from their own customers if they choose)?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the PCC will
decide this issue. The solution proposed in the question, however, is
not competitively neutral as required by the Act. Also, see comments
under the response to issue 3 above.

1. Should NPAC costs be allocated to carriers based
on local market share, the number of transactions
with the NPAC, or some other measure?

RESPONSE : Under the Telecommunications Act of 1986, the FCC
will decide this issue.

cniale



When should the Maryland Commission rule on the method
and amounts for any BA-MD permanent LNP cost recovery
(e.g., now, after May FCC ruling assuming it is
substantive, in conjunction with Case 8715)7?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC will
decide this issue. Also, see comments under the response to issue 3
above.

Should the Commission establish a surcharge mechanism
to recover all carriers' costs from the entire customer
base in Marvland?

RESPONSE: Under the Telecommunications Act of 1996, the FCC will
decide this issue. Also, see comments under the response to issue 3
above.

What are the benefits, if any, of having a limited liability
company (LLC) issue the RFP, and contract with and supervise
the database administrator or NPA("

A.

Can and should the Commission require BA-MD, or any
carrier to be a member of an LC?

If an LLC is formed, should the Commission be the final
level for breaking deadlocks '=f Staff is already
involved in resolving deadlocks at a lower level within
the LLC)?

RESPONSE to 4., 4A., & 4B: It is premature to establish a limited
liability company or other entity at this time. First, the Maryland
Commission should take no action until the FCC acts. Second, it is
essential that additional details regarding the costs and financing of
the entire MD LNP project be resoived before a proper determination
can be made as to the appropriate organizational structure. The
Commission has previously recognized that commitments should not be
made regarding suppliers, products and functions until key cost-
related issues are resolved.
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What
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It is clear that much additional work and clarification will be
required before the appropriate organizational structure for the
number portability project can be determined.

is the best next course of action for the near term?

Should the Maryland Commissior issue a ruling before
the FCC ruling due in May 19967

RESPONSE: No. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 places the primary
responsibility for designing "final” number portability with the FCC
because of the need for a uniform, nationwide plan for number
portability to avoid inconsistent state-by-state portability plans.

(a.) Should the Consortium continue developing and
implementing permanent database LNP or wait for the
Maryland Commission to rule?

RESPONSE: The Consortium and the Maryland Commission should wait for
the FCC to act before doing anything further.

(b.) Which activities should continue and which, if
any, should wait?

RESPONSE: No activities should continue

Should technical personnel continue working within the
Maryland Consortium technical committees to implement
LRN by 3097 until the Maryland Commission issues an
Oxder?

RESPONSE: No.

Should the Commission rule on the cost recovery issue
and identify specific recovery mechanisms prior to
rendering a decision to proceed with implementation?

RESPONSE: The Maryland Commission should do neither.
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washingron, D.C. 20554

In the Mamer of )
)
Telephone Number P orability ) CC DocketNo. 95-116
) DA 96-358
FURTHER REPLY COMMENTS OF AMERITECH
1. troduet

Ameritech' files its Further Reply Comments in this maner. The Further
Comments filed herein demonstrate that there is general agresment that, except for cost
recovery, the Commission can esmablish its number portability requirements implementdng
Secton 251(b)(2) of the Act® based upon the record in this proceeding. Further, the

partes agree, or at least do not dispute, that the Act mandates:

1. Al local exchange carriers ("LECSs™), both mcumbent and new, will have a
duty to provide long term number pormbility under Secton 251(b)(2) of the
Act;

2. Bell Operating Companies (“BOCs™) may use remote call forwarding, direct
mward dialing trunks or other comparable arrangements © provide inerim
number porwbility under Section Z7](c)(2)( B)(x1) of the Acz,

Interim number portability required by Section 271(c)(2)B }(xi) and number
porability (long werm) required by Section 251(b)(2) of the Actare two
different airangements; and

l:;)

4_ The costs of esmblishing long term number porzzbility under Section
251(b)(2) of the Act must be recovered on a compeddvely neurral basis from
all elecommunications carners under Section 25 1(e)(2) of the Act

The parties also generally agree that Location Routing Numbering (“LRN™) is the

emerging national sundard for long term number portability. and several commentors

' Amexitech means: [linois Bell Telephone Company. Indians Bell Telephone, Incorporared, Michigan Bell
Telephone Company, The Chio Bell Telephone Company, and Wisconsin Bell. Incarparated. .

3 pyb. L. No. 104-104, 110 Star. 56 (1996X1w be
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join Ameritech m recommending that LR N be the national standard for long term number
portability.

However, controversy exists on four issues. Firsy, should the Commission
establish a national implementation schedule for LRN, and o so, what schedule should be
presaibed? Second, should long term number porwbility be 2 condition of BOC
provision of in-region interLATA service? Third, what mechanis m should be used to
recover the costs of establishing long term number pormbility? Fourth, are BOCs
required to provide intenm number portability at economic rates”

Ameritech will address these issues in derzil in these Further Reply Comments. It
wil] demonstrate that LRN is under development and that Chicago will be the “test bed”
for the architacture. As such, itis still premarure w esmblish a schedule for LRN
deployment Ameritech will also show that the deployment of LRN should be staggered
and that the schedules proposed by the parties are reckless and unrealistic. Ameritech
will next establish that under the Act long term number portability is not a condition of
BOC entry into the in-region nterLATA business. It will then show that cost recovery
mechanisms for long term number pornability should be developed in 2 Joint Board.
Ameritech will finally prove the BOCs can provide interimn number por bility at
econornic rates establis hed in the states.

2. LRN should be the nadonal standard,

Many parties agree that the Commission can facilitate the expeditious and efficient
mmplementation of long term number portability on 2 nagonal basis if it builds upon what
has already been adopted by the industry.® In this regard, LRN is und oubtedly the

cmerging natonal architecmre for lon g term number portability. “ In fact, a number of

3 See. e.g.- NARUC at 1-2.

* ALTS a1 4, AT&T at 2-3, California Cable Television Association (CCTA™) at 3-6, MCT at 3-4, MFS at
3, New York Department of Public Service at 1, Sprint at 4, Telecommunications Resellers Association
CTRS™) a1 4, Teleport at 7, Tume Wamer at 7.
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commentors’ join Ametitech in recommending that LRN be the national sandard for long
term number pormbility
3.

Some parties’ miswkenly claim that LRN is now technically feasible and rashly
propose that the Commis sion immediate]y mandate its hasty national implementation.
Ameritech shares the desire to expeditiously establish long term number pormbility, and
has been a leader of the industry effort to develop LRN. However, any effort at this
point 1o establish 2 mandatory LRN deployment schedule would be a mistake. As an
initial marer, LRN is not a unilateral BOC undermking. LRN reguires the development
of software by all switch manufactrers. Italso requires participation, resources and
commitnent from the entire industry, including other LECs, switch vendors and others.

Equally as important, 1t 1s prematwre to establish specific deadlines for LRN at this
ume, since LRN is not yet operational and_is planned deploymen: m Chicago is the
national “test bed” for the architecmire. There simply is not sufficient information to even
venmre an educated guess on how quickly LRN can be generally deployed or how long
each installation will take. The software for LRN is just now beginning to be developed
by the switch manufacmrers, and is not scheduled for release unal the second quarter of
1997.% Based upon past cxperience, the firstrelease of the LRN software will need to be
wested by the manufactrers, in the laboratory and in test installarions in the networks of

the participatng carriers. The installadon of LRN in Chicago can begin only when these

* ALTS a1 6 (“minimum benchmark™). AT&T at 2, CCTA a1 7. MCI at 4, Sprint 3-4, Teleport at 8
(‘preferred approach”), TRA at 4,

¢ Ametitech disagrees with MCl's assertion [Attachment to Further Comments) that query on release
(QOR) should not be considered as an enhancement to the LRN architecnne. Ameritech in its Atachment
to these Further Comments shows that the arguments offered by MCI against (QOR) are groundless, and
QOR is a viable enhancement to LRN.

7 For example, AT&T at 5-7, Cox at 8-9, MCI a: 6, Sprint at 5. Time Wamer ar 10.

¢ See. AT&T at 6.
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extensive tests are successfully completed and the industy is convinced that LRN will
function properly with all types of calls, is transparent to users, and does not cause post-
dialing delay or other service or netw ork problems.

Several parties point out that there are still unreso lved operadonal 1ssues
surrounding LRN that must be resolved before the architectures generally installed.’
Within the Dlinois Industry Work shop established w deveiop number pormability,
Ameritech has assumed a leadership role on subcommimees actively resolving these
issues.'® In Olinois, some compromises were made by the industy to the inital technical
requiremnents for LRN to permn its accelerated deployment.  Acknowledging the
limitadons of initial relcases of sof tware, several highly desirable enhancements to basic
LRN were deferred undl later software releases. In addition, itis sdll unknown whether
the switch manufacturers can fully comply with all the imtal I.RN software requirements
in the timeframe rcquc/stcd. As such, the initial deployment of LRN in Chicago is a
developmental project, and Ameritech expects that LRN will be refined and enhanced
based upon experience.

Second, these proposed deployment schedules are reckiess and exceed the
resources and capabilities of the industry. '’ In concept, Ameritech agrees with AT&T
that national deployment of LRN by the indusuy shouid be staggered, both nafionally and

* For example, GTE at 5.

8 Ameritech has chaired the Switch Requirements, SCP Requirements, SMS and Operations
subcommittees.

" For example, Cox (at 9) proposes that LECs be required to impiement number portabilicy “within 24
months of Commission rules in the top 100 MSAs.™ Sprint (at 5) believes that “a fourth quarter 1997
target date for the 1op 100 MSAs” reflects a balance.
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within each region.'? Ameritech also agrees with AT&T thar a reasonable time must be
allowed for “acquisidon of valuable testing, troubleshooting and deployment
information” gained from the Chicago and Atlanta deployments.® However, AT&T and
these other parties fail to heed this advice, and propose schedules that do not alow a
reasonable oppormnity to analyze the Chicago and Atlanta installadons and to incorporate
the lessons leamned into LRN before general deployment begins.

Further, these proposed schedules ignore the magnimude of the task required to
successfully install an LRN system immediately requiring many simulianeons
deployments. The deployment of LRN is an immensely complex msk requiring hundreds
of steps by the mulitiple vendors, carriers and the third party adminisrator. Some of

these steps are:

Testng of the software of each manufacnrer.

2. Selecton of a Number Pormbility Administration Center (“NPCA”) vendor
and administrator. )

3. Insmlladon and testing of the NPAC and its interfaces with each participating
network.

4. Testing ES1! across the NPAC and cach participating network.
5. Development and westing of raang and billing for each pardcipating network.

6. Modificadon of each carrier’s installation, operaing, and repair sysiems and
databases.

7. Determining and deploying required additonal runking.

8. Determining and deploying required additional SS7 tinks and SCPs.

9. Developing and westing nerwork triggers.

10. Developing NP AC and carrier operational methods and procedures.
11. Developing disaster recovery plans.

12. Testng all call types and funcions across the NPAC and all networks.

2 AT&T at 3-8. AT&T proposes that the Chicago and Attanta deployments should continue o be
scheduled for the third quarter of 1997. Thereafter, “at least I MSA in each of the remaining 5 RBOC
service regions, and at least 3 additnonal MSA in Bell South and Ameritech service region. in the fouarth
quarter of 1997, Deployment could follow in at least 3 more MSAs ip cach of these RBOC service regions
in first quarter 19987 (at 8).

3 1d. at 8.
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These steps will require considerable time and resources.  Ameritach believes that
it is premamre to speculate on the precise ume frame reasonably necessary for the
industy 1o complete a2 deployment of LRN, or how many simultaneous LRN
deployments can be reasonably accommodated by the indusoy. Rather, Ameritech
proposes that these target schedules and dmeframes should be established based only
after some experience is gained in the successful inidal insmallations of LRN. In the
meantme, the industy and the staees can determine the geographic area of possibie next
deployments of LRN, develop implementation plans, and ascertin participating carriers.

4. Long rerm number portabifity is not required for in-region interl ATA relief for
BOCs.

A few parties' urge that the Commission to re-write the Act by adding the
requirement that BOCs deploy long term number ponability before they may offer in-
region interL ATA service. These proposals decdy conflict with the clear language of
the Act and should be rejocted. Section 271(cX2)(B)(vi) of the Act provides that interim
number poruability through “remote call forwarding, direct inward dialing munks or
comparable arrangements ” satisfies this checklist requirement. The Section also provides
that once the Commission issues its regulations concerning number portability “full
compliance with such regulations” is all thatis required. The Section does not envision a
delay of the BOCs’ provision of in-region interl. ATA service based upon long term
number portability. Congress’ intent in this regard is clearly set forth in Secton
271(d)(4) of the Act, where the Commission is directed to “not, bv ruile or otherwise,
limit or extend the terms used in the checklist . . ..”

5. Acostrecovery mechanism should be developed in 3 Joint Board,

In its Further Cornments, Ameritech explains why a cost recovery mechanism

should be referred to 2 Joint Board. Ameritech continues w0 ad here to this view.

However, if the Commission does prescribe a cost recoverv mechanism, it should do so

“Cox at & See also, CCTA at 8-9, Time Wamer at note 20,
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in a manner that is consistent with the Act. The Act provides: “{tlhe costs of establishing

. . number portability shall be bome by 3ll_telecommunications carriers on a
competitively neptral basis as determined by the Commission. "

A number of commentors ask the Commission to ignore this plain language of the
Act. For example, two new LECs claim that competitively neutral recovery requires
allocation of costs based upon lines.'® while another, MFS, properly recognizes that an
allocad on mechanism based upon lines is not compettively neutral “since apporionment
based upon line counts fall disproportionately on local telephone carriers and not on all
relecommunications carriers . . ..

Several parties also ad vocate creative interpretations of the competiively neutral
costrecovery standard thar urge that the Commission ignore certain costs or exclude
cermin carriers from the competitively neutral recovery mechanism. '* However, there is
no showing that these costs are notreal costs of establishing number portability, or that
the carriers involved are not telecommunications carriers. As such, these proposals are
inconsistent with the Act and are nothing maore than self-serving anempts to foist the bulk
of the costs of number portmability on incumbent LECs and their nsers. These pardes
interpret “compettively neurmality” to mean a competitive advantage for themselves.

Ameritech believes that Section 251(e){(2) of the Act means exactly what it says --
the costs of establishing number portability must be recovered on a compettvely neutral
basis from all telecommunications carriers. Ameritech submits that in order to meetthe

competitively neutral standard, any recovery mechanism must at 2 minirmm allocare ail

1 Section 251(e)(2) of the Act (emphasis added).

'6 Teleport at 6, Time Warner at 9

7 MFS ar 7.

'* An example is ALTS at 7, Teleport at 5. MFS at 7-8 which seek 10 exclude any costs incurred by
incumbent LEC in establishing number portability. Another example is MFS at 7 which advocares that

BOCs recover their number portability costs in charges 1 other camiers. A third example is TRA a1 5 and
ALTS ar 7 seeks 1o would limit recover of these costs 0 end users of local exchange service.
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costs of establishing number portability o all welecommumnicanons carriers on a basis that
is independent of who incurred the cost, or who uses number portability. Moreover, any

formula must place no competitor at an advantage or disadvantage.
6. The Commission should not order BOCs to provide interim aumber
bil .

A few pardes urge the Commission to order the BOCs to provide themn mnterim
number porwbility for free or at discounted rates.'” Otherwise, they allege, there will be
no compedtve ncurality. The Commission should reject this argument. Rates for
remote call forwarding and direct inward dialing ounks are aiready being deermined by
the state commissions at levels they find reasonable, and there is nothing in the Act that
even suggests the Commission must preempt those determinations. In fact, the
“competitively neuwral basis” language cited by these parties as support for ther position
is contained in Secdon 251(e}(2) of the Act which has nothing © do with interim
portability, which is addressed in Section 27H{c)2)XB)(xi) of the Act. Those two
sections contain completely different number portability requirements, as even 2
proponent of frec or discounted rates has acknowledged * Therefore, an arder by this
Commission to eliminate or further discount mnterim nuember portability rates which state
commussions already have found to be reasonable is not authorized by the Section
271 (c)(2)(B)(xi) checklist

MCI also complains that the BOCs recover access charges for services they
provide in portng access traffic via interim number parmability arrangements. !
However, there is no dispute that the BOCs provide swnching and ransport services and
incur costs in porang access traffic. In Dlinots, Ameritech s proposing a meet point

billing type arrangement where the two LECs involved in terminatng pored access traffic

' For ezample, MCT at 8. MFS at 8.
* Ser. MCI at note 7.

T MCI a1 7-8.
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share the access revenue undear meet point billing arrangements.  Again, the Commission
should reject this proposal thart BOCs not be able o recover lawful access tariff rates and
permit the issue to be properly addressed at the sate level
7. Concjusion

The Commission should issue its requirements for number pormbility based upon
the record in this proceeding and prescribe LRN as the national smndard for long term
number portability. The Commission should reject arguments that long term number
portability is required before BOCs can provide in-region inter LATA service. It should
also address comperttvely neutral cost recovery of long term service provider number
pormbility costs in a Joint Board and determine that interim number portabihity should be
provided by BOCs at economic rates established by state commissions.

Respectfully snbmitted,

sy A ek

 Larry A Peck
Frank Michael Panek
Attorneys for Ameritech
Room 4H86
2000 W. Amerttech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, 11 60196-1025
847.248-6074

April 5, 1996
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ATTACHMENT

Carriers must have the flexibility to deploy long term number portability in a manner which
efficiently utilizes network resources. The Commission has historically left detailed
implementadon decisions in the hands of individnal carriers, and has limited their directives
in wechnical maters to issues concerning interconnection and performance requircnents
(exampie: The FCC mandated overall call setup delay requirements for 800 service without
dictating how such networks were to be deployed). Ameritech takes issue with several of
this argumnents made in the Agachment B w0 MCY’s Further Comments.

“The call setup to the ported numbers will encounter additional delay since
these calls will first be routed to the incumbent LEC . . ”

Additional delay associated with releasing a call back to the originating switch has yet 10 be
identified or measured, and there are ways of minimizing it' if it is subsequently deemed
unacceptable. Mr. Pathak himself adrnits that “The addidonal delay may not be perceptible
to the calling user”.

“Another undesirable consequence of QOR is the continued reliance of
other networks on the incumbent LEC regardless of the number of times a
customer has ported his number.”

Even the proposed long-term solunons for number portability anticipate, and provide far,
routng of ported number calls through the incumbent LEC. This is necessary due to the
fact that not all carriers will be capable of supporting LNP queries within their respectve
nerworks, especially in the ininial years of LNP deployment. Indeed, in many simatons,
there may be no incendve for smaller IXCs to provision their switches with this capability.
Since the efficiencies of QOR are best realized within this same time period (i.e., during the
ininal years when ported number volumes are low), its consideration is engrely
appropriate.

Furthermore, regardless how often a particular number has been ported (and unlike RTP),
QOR wall result in only ong dambase query and (subsequent) direct routing to the acwal
serving switch.

"This (QOR) wili force new LECs to either implement QOR with the
incumbent LEC or perform an LNP query even after the number has been
ported to CLEC2."

QOR, as proposed, can be provisioned on an individual basis. This perrnits the originating
carrier to utilize QOR for routes (dialed NXXs) that terminate to a switch that is known 10
have the capability, and 1o use the onginaang-uigger query method in cases where the
terminating capabilides are unknown.

"The QOR implementation does not exist in the networks today, and will
require extra development over and above what is required by the LRN
solution.”

! The continuiry test (COT) can be canceled on an individual route (trunk group) basis.
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Annex C 1o the Call Completion o a Portable Number (CCPN) signaling

enhancement has already been introduced within the T1S1 standards

subcommintee (T1S1.3 LNP Subgroup), and is expected to go to ballot in June. While
some additional software development will be required, this capability employs the use of
existing fields within (SS7) signaling messages. At least one major switch vendor has
already committed to having this capability available with its initial software release for
LRN.

"The QOR capability will also increase cost by requiring extra trunking
between the incumbent LEC and other networks which otherwise wouidn't
have been needed.”

Since the wunk to the incumbent LEC’s switch is immediately dropped upon the reurn of a
Release Message (probably less than half a second), little or no addiional trunking is
required. In conmast, LRN without QOR will force carriers to purchase additonal pairs of
costly SCPs, even if the volume of ported numbers is insignificant. This is due to the fact
that most SCPs are transaction-limited. Without some method of imiting LRN queries,
addidonal SCP hardware will be required simply to handle the query volumes.

"It should aiso be noted that the SS7 connectivity is required between the
networks for the QOR capability to function.”

Within the industry, it is universally acknowiedged that there will be a loss of efficiency
and feanrre functionality with all long term number porwability architecmres if end-wo-end
SS7 connectivity is not available. Furthermore, as stated previously, QOR can be
provisioned on a case-by-case basis where SS7 is unavailable. QOR need not be employed.
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I, Todd H. Bond, do hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Further
Reply Comunents of Ameritech has been served on the parties listed on the
attached service list, via first class mail, postage prepaid, on this 5th day of
April 1996.

\)5@43/ 4/7«:/7,_‘/

By:
Todd H. Bond

-
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308-758-230C¢
Mr. Geoffrey Waldau
Chairmar,

Maryiand Local Number Portability Consortium
Public Service Commission of Maryland

6 St. Paul Centre

RBaltimore, Maryland 21202

Mr. Waldau,

Thank you for your letter of March 8 to Dr. Heilmeier in which you invited Bellcore to participate in
the development of permanent Local Number Portability solutions for Maryland.

Bellcore's clients are interested in modifications to existing Bellcore Generic Requirements
documentation (see attachment) to reflect the introduction of Local Number Portability in a
nationally consistent manner. To that end, Bellcore has been warking to identify issues associated
with the various alternatives that are under consideration. Bellcore invites the industry to provide
input and work with us to identify solutions 0 these issues and document these selutions in the
form of Bellcore Generic Requirements for the various network components impacted by Local
Number Portability. Bellcore acknowledges the work of industry forums and several state-based
workshops en Local Number Portability and our process will build on these activities as wall as
inputs from other interested parties. We expect that modifications © existing requirements
documnentation and, in soma ¢ases, new requirements documentation will be necessary to address
the impacts of Local Number Portability on such areas as Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN),
Common Channel Signaling (CCS), Billing/Automatic Message Accounting (AMA), Operator

Services, CLASSSM, and basic switching.

In the intarest of ensuring that Ballcare has the most current Maryland LNP Workshop
Requirements documentation, please feel free to forward any relevant documentation to:

Ann Merrell

Bellcore

331 Newman Springs Road, NVC 2X249
Red Bank, New Jersey 07701-5699

Anycne interested in providing nonproprietary input or participating in Bellcore-sponsored
meetings should also contact Ann Merxell at the above address or by phone (908-758-5243),
fax (908-758-4343) or email (amerrill@notese.ce.bellcore.com).

Sincerely,

2% L
ent

{January LNP Digest Axticle)

Copy (wrate) to
G. E. Heibmeier
A Mexrill
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INDIUSTRY INTERAC THON

GENERIC REQUIREMENTS TO SUPPORT LOCAL
NUMBER PORTABILITY

Local number portability has been identified s a key factor in local competition. Several states
are actively proceodmg with local number portability to allow altamative local exchange carriers
to provide services to local subscribers. Additionalty, the FCC adopted a Notics of Propased
Rulemakmg (NPRM), CC Docket 95-118, tentatively concluding that the portability of gec-

numbars benefits consumers and contributes to the davelopment of local competition.
The NPRM addressas Local Service Provider Portability (LSPP), Lecation Portability, and
Service Portability.

Additionally, the Industry Carriers Compatibility Forum (JCCF) has a standing committee, the
industry Numbering Committee (INC), which is supporting 2 Number Portability Workshop. This
Workshop views a database architecture as the most representative of long-tenmn approaches
10 LNP, and davaioped documentation on how various technical agproaches to LNP using
database architectures may work.

Several different types of LNP are being discussed within the industry, and altemative
approaches have been proposed. Bellcore has been working to identify the issues and
problems 3ssociated with the various altematives that are under consideration. Bellcore is
baeginning a program to update its generic requiraments to support number portability. 8ellcors
invites the industry to provide input and work with Balicore to identify solutions to these
problems and documaent these solutions in the form of Generic Requirements for the various
network compenents impacted by LNP. Belicore’s work wiil reflect the progress of LNP in the
industry. Itis expected that modifications fo existing requirements documentation and, in some
cases, New requirements documentation will be necessary to address the impacts of LNP on
such areas as Advanced Intefligent Network, Common Channel Signaling, Billing/Automatic
Massage Accounting, Operator Services, CLASSS, and basic switching.

Bellcore anticipates that new Generic Raquirements will be needed In the areas of non-SSP
switching functionaiity, service management, and billing/AMA. Beficore is also considering
making modifications 10 the following generic requirements documents:

« GR-1298-CORE, Advanced Intelligent Network (AIN) Switching Generic Requirements,
Issue 2, December 1994, plus Revisions

* GR-1299-CORE, Advanced Intelligent Network WN) Switch-Service Control Point (SCP)/
Adjunct interface Generic Requireiments, issue 2, Decamber 1994, plus Revisions
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* GR-82-CORE, Signaling Transfer Point (STP) Generic Requirements, Issue 1, June 1994,
plus Revisions

» GR-312-CORE, Switching System Requirements for Call Control Using the Integrated
Sarvices Digital Network Usar Part ISONUP), 1ssue 1, February 1984, plus Revisions

* GR-394-CORE, Switching System Generic Requiramaents for Intarexchanga Carrier Inter-
connection Using the Integrated Services Digital Network Usser Part ISONUFP), Issue 1,
February 1994, plus Revisions

* TR-NWT-000444, Switching Sysitem Generic Requirements Supporting ISON Access
Using the ISON Usar Part, lssue 3, May 1583

« GR-606-CORE,LSSGA: Common Channel Signaling, Section 8.5 (amodule of LSSGR, FR-
64), Issue 1, June 1994, Ravision 1, December 1994

* GR-905-CORE.Common Channel Signafing {CCS) Network Intertace Specification (CCSNIS)
Supporting Network [nterconnection, Message Transfer Part (MTP), and integrated
Sewvices Digital Network User Part ISONUP), Issue 1, March 19385

A
* GR-1083-CORE, Genaeric Requirements for Exchange Access Automatic Message Ac-
counting (AMA), Issue 2, October 1895
* TR-NWT-001087 ,Genaric Requirements for Common Channel Signaling Network Usage
Mbaasurement Functionslity, Issue 2, November 1993
+ GR-1100-CORE, Bellcore Automatic Message Accounting Format (BAF) Requirements,
issue 1, January 1995, Revision 1, June 1995

» TR-NWT-001144, OSSGR Section 6: Signaling {a module of OSSGR, FR-271), Issue 1.
January 1993, Revision 1, June 1884

* TR-NWT-001147.0SSGR Section 8: Administration (amodule of OSSGR, FR-271). Issue
1, Fabruary 1991, plus Revisioas

* TR-NWT-001 177, 0SSGR: Special 8liling Features (FSD 85 Series) (a module of OSSGR,
FR-271), Issue 1, February 1992, plus Revisions

« GR-1173-CORE, OSSGRA: Common Functiona (FSD 65 Series] (a module of OSSGR, FR-
271), Issue 1, June 1994, Revision 1, October 1935

CLASS ]

* TR-NWT-000031,CLASS™ Feature: Calling Number Delivery, FSD 01-02-1051 (amodule
of LSSGR, FR-84 and ADSI, FR-12)

* TR-NWT-000215, CLASS™ Feature: Automatic Cailback, FSD 01-02-1250, (@ module of
LSSGR, FR-64), Issue 3, June 1983, Bulletin 1, Aprit 1995

* TR-NWT-000227.CLASS™ Automatic Recall, FSD01-02-1260, {a module of LSSGR. FR-
64), lasue 3, September 1933

* TR-NWT-001188,LSSGR CLASS™ Feature: Calling Narme Delivery Generic Requirements
(@ module of LSSGR, FR-84, and ADSI, FR-12), Issue 1, December 1991, plus Bulletins

* TR-NWT-000220, CLASS™ Feature: Screening List Editing, FSD 31-26-0000 ( a modute
of LSSGR, FR-64), Issue 3, December 1993

« GR-1428-CORE, Cammon Channe! Signaling Network Interface Specification (CCSNIS)
Supparting Call Management Services, Issue 1, August 1994
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» GR-533-CORE, Database Sarvicas Sarvics Switching Points - Toll-Free Sarvice, FSO
31-01-0000 (a module of LSSGR, FR-64), Issue 3, Supptament 1, April 1935

*» GR-2857-CORE, Ganeric Aequirements for the Signaling System 7 (SS7) Release lo
Pivot (RTF) Network Capability, issue 1, April 1995

» TR-TSY-000536, Cail Forwarding Subfeaatures, FSD 01-02-1450 (a module of LSSGR,
FR-64), Issue 1, July 1589

s TR-TSY-000581, Remote Call Forwarding, FSD 01-02-1402 famoduke of LSSGR, FR-84),
issue 1, October 1989

+ TR-TSY-000580,Cafl Forwarding Varishla, FSD 01-02- 1401 (a modute of LSSGR, FR-64).
Issue 1, October 1989

+» TR-NWT-000972,Caff Forwarding Subfeatures: Switching System Requirements Using
Sigrraling System No. 7 (SS7), September 1980

» TR-TSY-000589, Muitiline Hunt Servics, FSO-01-02-0802 (a module of LSSGR, FR-64),
Issue 1, May 1980

* TR-TSY-000568, Serfes Completion, FSD 01-02-2801 (a modute of L SSGR, FR-64),
lssue 1, May 1930

« TR-NWT-000868, ISON Message Service Generic Requirements, Issue 1, January 1991

o TR-TSY-000571, Caff Waiting, FSD 071-02-1207 (a module ¢ LSSGR, FR-84), Issue 1,
October 1989

+ TR-NWT-000505, LATA Switching Systerns Generic Raquirements, Saction 5, Calf
Processing (a module of LSSGR, FR-64), 13sue 3, Revision 3, June 1885

+ TR-TSY-000858, Flexible Cafling for Managing Muiltipie independent Calls, Decamber
1988 .

« TR-TSY-000590, Call Pickup Features, FSD 01-02-02800 (a modute of LSSGR, FR-84),
issue 1, July 1389

» TR-TSY-000563, Denied Termination, FSD 01-02-0500 {a module of LSSGR, FR-64),
issue 1, May 1990

+ TR-TSY-000562. Manual Line Features, FSD 01-02-0301 (a module of LSSGA, FR-64},
Issue 1, May 1990

It shauld be noted that Bellcore does not make procurement decisions for its clients. Bellcore
activities that invoive industry interactions in no way indicate a potential purchase or selection
decision by any of Ballcere's clients.

i your company is interested in providing nonproprietary input or participating in Bellcore-
sponsored meetings toward the formulation of the proposed Generic Requirements to support
LNP, please contact Balicore by March 1, 1996:

Ann Meerell

Belicore

331 Newman Springs Road. NVC 2X-249
Red Bank. New Jersey 07701-5639
908-758-5243

S08-758-4343 (FAX)
aem@cc.beflcore.com (E-mail)
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Mr. Gary Sacra

AIN Service Planner

Bell Atlantic Network Services, Inc.
Pod A29A

13100 Columbia Pike

Silver Spring, MD 20904

Dear Gary,

This letter is in response to your request concerning the assumptions used for
the Generic LNP Trigger Cost Model.

The purpose of the model was to look for break points that would roughly
show the percentage of ported subscribers needed to make a particular LNP
triggering algorithm alternative economical for the incumbent LEC. The
model is highly approximate, uses industry average costs for network
elements and-is used to see patterns and relationships to reach qualitative
conclusions about the triggering algorithms. It is not intended to be used for
any quantitative measurements of cost or percent-of-ported-subscribers to
reach a break point.

The graphs Nortel have been displaying in LNP Work Shops are based on a
hypothetical network - the break points are not based on a real LEC's
telephone network. There are a number of variables which can have impacts
on the relative positioning/break points which are specific to a particular
telco's network characteristics and LNP roll-out metrics. Thus it is necessary
to conduct deployment studies specific to a telco's network when attempting
to arrive at explicit network cost impacts. These variables are elaborated on
later in this letter.

The model only considered some traffic sensitive components of the
network:
* Switch Costs
- Switch capacity for physical call routing (e.g. trunk peripherals, switching fabric)
- Switch capacity for call processing and set-up
* Trunk Costs
- Transmission capacity of inter-exchange facilities for physical call routing
¢ SCP Costs

- SCP capadty for query and response processing
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